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Local official’s Competency assessment system in B Metropolitan city
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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to seek the recognition and development method of the competency
assessment in order to set up the competency assessment system introduced for the manager promotion in
B metropolitan city. The following conclusion were obtained by studying the recognition of competency
assesment system of candidates for promotion and non-candidates. First, it is found that non-candidates
have a higher recognition of the necessity of competency assessment system and its credibility, fairness
and influence on relieving nepotism than candidates for promotion. Second, competency factors that
recognized to be necessary for the performance of manager’s role were direction guidance, fostering
members, integrative thinking and communication in sequence by candidates for promotion, while direction
guidance, communication, integrative thinking and management of organization in sequence the
non-candidates. Third, in terms of the operational aspect of the competency assessment system, both
candidates and non-candidates wanted a pass rate of 70~90%. And the time required for the assessment
task was most favored for 1~2hrs, and the judges of the competency assessment were preferred in the
order of professors, public official, consultants, and headhunters. Fourth, 1* candidates than non-candidates
recognized that the person who are from 5™ or 7" class appointment are younger, have high education, are
better at presenting, are in administrative positions, and are more optimistic would be more advantageous
in competency assessment.
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<Table 1> Assesment target competency

Competency Contents

Recognizing administration and setting

Direction |,. 7
. direction and way the group should move
guidance
forward.
. Collecting and arranging information so that
Planning . . . .
ability optimal alternative are organized logically

and systematically.

Management |Establishing performance goals consistent
of with group’s strategy and maximizing its
achievement [performance.

Achieving the objectives of a given task in

Power of . .
. order to accomplish the business goal
execution
successfully.
Recognizing the necessity of fostering
Fostering |members and developing them through
improvement of the competence.
. |Listening to the other person's opinions
Communi .. Lo
cation positively, understanding it correctly, and

conveying opinion persuasively.

Source: B Metropolitan city(2016)
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<Table 2> Type of competency assessment tasks

Type Contents
A situation in which various issues are
In-Basket .
handled in time
11 Interview with reporters to confrontation to
’ current issues, announcement of work
Role-Play . .
measures, and coaching of subordinates.
1:2 Situation to solve the problem of overlap of
Role-Play |work between divisions.

Presentation

The situation that consensus and coordination
such as common problem by divisions.

Source: MOPAS(2010)
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<Table 4>9} 7t} non-candidates
<Table 3> Demographic characteristics of 1 Division Sa(rggrlseorfize by
candidates S Male 146 70.2
ex
s Sample size |  Ratio Female 62 29.8
Division (person) (%)
20~29 4 1.9
Male 48 88.9
Sex N 30~39 39 18.8
(4
Female 6 11.1 8 40-49 85 40.9
35-45 ! 19 50~59 80 38.5
46~50 2 3.7 Headquarter 158 76.0
Age Current
51~55 14 25.9 Branch 24 11.5
workplace
56~59 37 68.5 Gu/Gun office 26 12.5
5th 1 1.9 9th 10 4.8
First
appoint 7th 8 148 Sth 13 6.3
ment oth ; s6 ijrtlant 7th 69 332
class position 6th 91 43.8
9th 42 77.8
5th 23 11.1
Post Administrative 25 46.3 4th 2 1.0
Non-administrative 29 53.7 . Administrative 135 64.9
ost
High school 5 93 Non-administrative 73 35.1
College 5 93 High School 11 53
Diploma
University 18 333 Diploma College 16 77
University 142 68.3
Graduate school 26 48.1
Graduate school 39 18.8
Less than 15 years 1 1.9
Tenure Less than 10 years 37 17.8
of 15~19 years 0 0 Ten:re 10~19 years 54 26.0
o
office 20~29 years 8 333 office 20~29 years 101 48.6
Over 30 years 35 34.8 Over 30 years 16 77
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<Table 5> Reliability test for measurement

Number of

Division N Questions Cronbach «
} . 5 0.780
1* candidate 54
7 0.812
. 5 0.861
Non-candidate 208
7 0.789
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<Table 6> Analysis of overall recognition

Group
Ist candidate 54

Headquar
ter

Branch 24
Gu/Gun 26
Total

N QI
291

Q2 Q3 4
302 313 267

Q5
2.93

158 3.17 322 298 242 282

Non-
candidate

3.96
342
3.29

4.04
3.38
333

3.67
3.42
3.12

3.08
2.69
2.53

3.42
2.85
2.89
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<Table 7> Age distribution by workplace

Age Headquarter Branch Gu/Gun
20~29 2 0 2
30~39 21 12 6
40~49 66 8 11
50~59 69 4 7
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<Table 8> One-way ANOVA on overall recognition
by group of workplace

Group SS df MS F P
BGeth’en 10993 2 5496 5703  .004
roups

rom 197585 205964

Total ~ 208.578 207

p<0.05
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<Table 9> Scheffe analysis by overall recognition
by group workplace

Groups MD SE p
Headquarter Branch -71181 21508  .005
Branch Gu/Gun 47949 27790 228
Gu/Gun Headquarter 23233 20778 536
p<0.05
3) BT A4, Furghe] s B Abol2
EA ol Ag ol ‘% T A

<Table 10> T-test for overall recognition by post

Vari-

ables Group

Mean S.D t P

Administrative 320 1.196
Ql Non-administrative 347 1.444 -1343 182

Administrative 321 1.120
_ *
Q Non-administrative ~ 3.56  1.323 2040043

Administrative 3.11  .990
@B Nonadministrative  3.12 1384 007 947

Administrative 243 1.156
Q4 Non-administrative  2.73  1.521 -LA4s4 149

Administrative 2.84 1253
Q@ Non-administrative  2.99  1.429 -780 436

= The number of the specimens is 135 administrative and 73
non-administrative in non-candidates.
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<Table > Competency factors required to y
pe ey a 3= pol7h gle,
perform role manger
- o . g7k Aol dig 214 vl
Rank COTPENY condidate SO condidate 47 FARFAELS AgGrelA 7)Teta A
factors o factors o
) Q) & BB AR @44%)0)H, A
Direction Direction = -
. . . Eo sl A7l A ¢ 0/y 71 O] Al
1 quidance 30(18.5) quidance 145(23.2) =o] 7193l H7AlE Qluk55.2%) 3L 914
N —5—}.1 O]O-h;]_.
2 Fosering  220136)  COMMUM o554 e
cation
i ; <Table 12> Avoided task from competenc
Inte.:grétlve 19(11.7) Inte.:gra.xtlve 95(15.2) p Yy
thinking thinking assessment tasks
C . Management
on@ml 19(11.7) of 79(12.7) Variables 1™ candidate(%) Non-candidate(%)
cation . .
organization In-Basket 24 (44.4) 54 (26.0)
Management Inteerati
5 of 17(105) ncf)%lrt?ollve 57(91) Role—Play 9 (1()7) 39 (188)
achievement None 21 (38.9) 115 (55.2)
6  Powerof pgq  Profession g6 Total 54 (100.0) 208 (100.0)
execution ality
Management Creative olfrs SAYAAEL FH ATt Fol
7 of 15(9.3) thikin 29.(4.6)
organization g Y o Z xgi_lllé;g% 3}{_ 7)4\01] ‘:Héﬁ "4%8}11
e s et un SR FEE R S e na
47 FAWPAS dnH o] Frlz Ashs
9 Planning 637 Planning 2134 B o -
ability 37) ability 34 Oi%k‘éﬂﬂrﬂlﬁl %2 None, & EE, 77
- wly 2= ZA = o] = Q)
jo  Profession gq ) Fostering  15(2.4) i wom ARl T Aol gl
ality
Creative Management <Table 13> Additional type of assessment tasks who
11 o 4(2.5) 132.1)
thinking of changes answerer wanted
Management Customer
12 of changes 10.6) orientation 9(1.4) Variables 1¥ candidate(%) Non-candidate(%)
Customer 000 Manag;ment o(14 Group discussion 13 (24.0) 76 (36.5)
orientation 00 o (14) Presentation(PT) 11 (20.4) 33 (15.9)
achievement
Etc 0 (0.0) 11 (5.3)
<Table 11004 SAEAE T $4L None 30 (55.6) 88 (42.3)
23 WEk A 9 B3A Almsb 28tk Ql Total 54 (100.0) 208 (100.0)
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Seo(2013)ell ol&td, HI7ZIH FoA Huk <Table 15> Time required for each assessment tasks

EEZ455%)°] 523 Hrlr|yor FARES who answerer wanted

ool ol AdERo] Lt AR Time 1* candidate(%)  Non-candidate (%)

Zelstae AT GFANS e =@ Less than 1hr 6 (11.1) 47 (22.6)

BuEiAel Sz S Aol 1~2hrs 21 (38.9) 100 (48.1)

el SR Aol A 2~3hrs 15 (27.8) 37 (17.8)

3. oZrE Il = 20| Cist olAl More than 3hrs 12 222) 24 (11.5)

Total 54 (100.0) 208 (100.0)
ALFBAAE] Gl o] FAE, A

QA7 A AsEe] digk AR HH22.6%) % Wol Azl
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P ke A% A4H
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bR £ Aol gARe 4w T T
- o gl RN L
SAYFAEL 70~80% TAEGII%S 7 B
ol Azl 90%01d FAEGLS%E & ok ARSI s e
o] At AWMAAES A 70-80% TAE 4 AN ST At dsol Azt 4
(38.9%)% 7Fg wol MEE L, 70%0)s g A w, e, AAHHE, =3
AB26%)E Wol sk Aoz $AHqn. o ©o® BAEY
o 0,‘5 ohﬂ-z]%_‘;o é;ﬂ AV 2= H) 3l )
s A Agel S dAEel <Table 16> Respondents’ preference of judge
TrARA FAFe] Hopt el dalNE
HAAR QAlLe &1 Qe Zow EAHL Types of Judges 1** candidate(%) Non-candidate(%)
Psychology 22 54
<Table 14> Pass rate who answerer wanted o
administration 24 89
Professor : (37.0 332
Pass rate 1* candidate(%) Non-candidate(%) adrﬁ?rfils??:tsion 10 ) 38 ( )
Less than 70% 5 (9.3) 47 (22.6) Pedagogy 4 26
70~80% 18 (33.3) 81 (38.9) . Senior 17 7
public
20-90% 14 (259) 53 (25.5) official Colleague 12 (28.4) 67 (30.5)
Other regions 17 46
0,
More than 90% 17 (31.5) 27 (13.0) Consultant 32 (19.8) 112 (18.0)
Total 54 (100.0) 208 (100.0) Headhunter 18 (1L.1) 80 (12.8)
Civil petitioner 6 3.7 34 (5.5)
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<Table 17> Personal factors perceived as beneficial
to the candidates

Type N QI2 QI3 Ql4 QI5 QI6 QI7 QI8

Candid
ate

54 352 396 3.80 394 322 359 219

Non-ca e 357 342 378 368 332 351 241
ndidate
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<Table 18> T-test for the difference in recognition of
personal factors between 1% candidates
and non-candidates

Variables Group Mean S.D t p
Q2 N mdidaie 327 L4 1270203
Qi3 (Sandidate - 356 1213 3002 003
QM4 Noremdidae 378 1os2 1S 908
QIS Ngweandidae 368 1143 1501 133
QU6 Noromdidate 332 L12p 3 560
Q7 Novemdidae 331 L3 A% 621
QIS Nguoamdidate 241 _Lop0 1420 134
p<0.05
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